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Application/Control Number: 09/730,873 
Art Unit: 2157 

1. This action is responsive to the amendment filed on January 13, 2004. Claims 1 , 
5-6, and 16-18 were amended. Claims 1-18 are pending. Claims 1-18 represent method 
and apparatus directed toward processing blocking and non-blocking system call 
operations in a network. 



2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent 
by another filed in the United States before the invention thereof by the applicant 
for patent, or on an international application by another who has fulfilled the 
requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 371(c) of this title before 
the invention thereof by the applicant for patent. 

The changes made to 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by the American Inventors 
Protection Act of 1999 (AIPA) do not apply to the examination of this application as the 
application being examined was not (1 ) filed on or after November 29, 2000, or (2) 
voluntarily published under 35 U.S.C. 122(b). Therefore, this application is examined 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) prior to the amendment by the AIPA (pre-AlPA 35 U.S.C. 
102(e)). 

3. Claims 1-4, 7-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Ungar, U.S. Patent No. 6,282,702. 

Ungar teaches the invention as claimed including a method and system for 
executing blocking and non-blocking system calls in a network using a virtual machine 
environment (see abstract). 

As to claim 16, Ungar teaches a method for a fast performance of network 
operations via a network having high delay times by means of a module for processing 
a system call of an application layer and for initiating network operations of a network 
layer, comprising: 

transmission of the system call to the module, determination of an execution 
mode of the system call by differentiating between a blocking and a non-blocking 
execution mode (see 1-7; col. 11-12, Ungar discloses that blocking and non-blocking 
system calls are identified), and 
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direct return of a logical value to the application layer and initiation of a network 
operation in the case of a non-blocking execution mode (see col. 10-13, Ungar 
discloses that blocking system calls are executed as non-blocking system call variant 
and the application runs in a non-blocking state). 

As to claim 2, Ungar teaches the method according to claim 1, wherein the 
network operation is transmitted to a partner instance communicating with a unit 
initiating the network operation (see figs. 3-7; col. 10-13, Ungar discloses that system 
call operations are initiated through a node on a network). 

As to claim 3, Ungar teaches the method according to claim 2, wherein the 
network operation received in the partner instance is converted into an operation, which 
is performed, and wherein a result of the operation is returned to the unit, that initiated 
the network operation (see col. 10-13). 

As to claim 4, Ungar teaches the method according to claim 3, wherein a 
processing of the received result of an operation is realized in the module (see col. 10- 
13). 

As to claim 7, Ungar teaches the method according to claim 3, wherein the 
received results with a non-blocking execution mode are buffered (see col. 10-13). 

As to claim 8, Ungar teaches the method according to claim 1 , wherein the 
logical values either have a logical positive or a logical negative propositional value (see 
col. 10-13). 

As to claim 9, Ungar teaches the method according claim 8, wherein the logical 
negative results are reported to the application with the execution of the following 
system call in the form of a logical negative return value (see col. 10-13). 

As to claim 10, Ungar teaches the method according to claim 3, wherein, with a 
nonblocking system call, in the case of non-pending negative results of previous calls a 
logical positive value is returned to the application (see col. 10-13). 

As to claim 1 1 , Ungar teaches the method according to claim 1 , wherein the last 
system call of a connection is set into a blocking state in order to guarantee a return 
report of the results of the previously performed operations (see col. 10-13). 
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As to claim 12, Ungar teaches the method according to claim 1 , wherein 
blocking system calls are realized by waiting for the result of the system call executed in 
the partner instance (see col. 10-13). 

As to claim 13, Ungar teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein the system calls 
are socket system calls (see col. 10-13). 

As to claim 14, Ungar teaches the method of claim 13, wherein the socket 
system calls form a programming interface for an operating system (see col. 10-13). 

As to claim 15, Ungar teaches the method according to cl im 1, wherein the 
module is a pipeline module (see col. 10-13). 

Claims 16-18 do not teach or define any new limitations above claims 1-15 and 
therefore are rejected for similar reasons. 

4. Claims 5-6 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. 

The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: The prior art of record fails to teach singly or in combination the claimed 
limitation of interpreting a system call as a non-blocking system call as in claim 5-6). 

5. Applicant's arguments filed January 13, 2004 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. In the remarks, the applicant argues in substance that Ungar 
replaces blocking calls with non-blocking calls while the present invention tricks the 
active application into thinking that a blocking operation has been executed. 

In response, the present independent claims do not recite that a blocking 
operation is interpreted as a non-blocking operation. 

6. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Saleh Najjar whose telephone number is (703) 
308-7613. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 6:30 to 3:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ario Etienne, can be reached on (703) 308-7562. The fax phone number for 
this Group is (703) 308-9052. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the Group receptionist whose telephone number is 
(703) 305-9600. The central official fax number for the group is (703) 872-9306. 




Saleh Najjar 

Primary Examiner / Art Unit 2157 



